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Executive Summary 

TANK WASTE REMEDIATION SYSTEM WORKSHOP 

The Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) at Hanford was the focus of the Board' s two-day 
meeting. After the Board identified TWRS as an urgent cleanup issue for 1998, an ad hoc group 
designed a workshop to educate Board members on the TWRS program, balancing the need to 
have a common level of understanding about the program without overwhelming members with 
too much information at one time. The objective of the workshop was to determine what issues 
relating to TWRS the Board needs to explore over the coming year, why they should be 
addressed, and how they will be addressed. The Board heard presentations on and discussed the 
history of the tank waste program, alternative perceptions of TWRS strategies, the overall 
structure of TWRS, and the 60-day review of TWRS program management. More detailed 
information was also provided on waste characterization, interim stabilization, safety issue 
resolution, and preparations to retrieve tank wastes, store vitrified high-activity waste, and 
dispose of vitrified low-activity waste. 

Following discussion of the various aspects of the TWRS program, the Board designated a sub­
group to draft a statement outlining the critical need for treatment capability for tank wastes at 
Hanford. This statement will be sent to the Secretary of Energy, the northwest Congressional 
delegation, and the Governors of Washington and Oregon along with signatures from Board 
members. 

PROCESS FOR FY2000 BUDGET DEVELOPMENT 

The budget process and allocations for FY98, FY99, and FY2000 were reviewed. The overall 
Hanford fung~ _g for FY99 was increased primarily due to TWRS privatization. The 
Environmentc\1 Management program is funded at $1.114 billion and privatization was increased 
from $115 million in FY98 to $330 million in FY99. The remainder of the funding allocation to 
Hanford, $366 million. is primarily for national laboratory work such as fissile and nuclear 
energy work for Pacific Northwest National Laboratories. The funding for the Fast Flux Test 
Facility is now being funded from the Nuclear Energy program; both the workscope and funding 
were moved to that program. Also, $20 million was added to the FY99 budget from Defense 
Programs to fund stabilization of nuclear facilities. Most of the cleanup funding remains level 
for FY99. The involvement of regulators and stakeholders in the FY2000 budget development 
process has begun. DOE-RL is assuming that the target funding level will be about the same as 
FY99. A public meeting will be held February 26 on the Integrated Priority list and it will be 
submitted to DOE-HQ on April 15. The Dollars and Sense Committee will be meeting to 
identify issues and discuss committee input to the process. 

The Board reviewed and approved a letter regarding its position on funding medical monitoring 
of downwinders by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry. The letter clarified 
the Board's support for medical monitoring and its objection to use of clean up funds as the 
source of money for this. 
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SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL PROGRAM 

The Board received a presentation on the spent nuclear fuel program. Fuel retrieval is currently 
targeted to start in late 1999 with retrieval completed by late 2001 . Fuel retrieval was originally 
scheduled to begin in 1998 and was accelerated in 1995 to begin in late 1997. The cost of the 
program was originally estimated in $2 billion in 1994. Schedule accelerations reduced the cost 
estimate to $740 million in April 1995. The current cost estimates are $1.088 billion and appear 
to be increasing. 

Regulatory perspectives were provided from the Washington Department of Ecology, (Ecology) 
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Ecology and EPA have met and discussed 
regulatory oversight of Hanford, including the spent nuclear fuel program. There was agreement 
that the lead responsibility for the program should shift from Ecology to EPA as well as shifting 
the regulatory structure being used. DOE supports the change in regulatory pathways, which will 
require more effort and a complicated process. The Board affirmed its decision to focus on spent 
fuel at the April meeting and outlined topics to be discussed. 

ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS 

The locations for the June and July Board meetings have been changed; June will be located in 
the Tri-Cities and July in Spokane. 

A memo on the proposed committee structure was distributed to Board members. This issue will 
be further discussed by the Executive Committee based on the input received today and a 
recommendation will be brought back to the Board. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Catherine O'Neill, resident of Olympia, spoke to the Board regarding the transportation of waste 
into Hanford from other waste generating facilities for treatment and disposal. Concerns that 
must be addressed if this occurs include protection against espionage activities and exposure 
from shipments to nearby vehicles and residents. 

Tom Leschine introduced himself as chair of the National Academy of Sciences panel on 
remediation of buried tank wastes. He said the biggest problem within DOE is the lack of 
integration; by separating the agency into different programs, turf battles begin and efforts are 
stovepiped. The National Academy of Sciences does not advocate leaving the waste in place, but 
is encouraging looking at how caps and barriers might be used temporarily. The Board can help 
by determining what the questions are, such as what should the end state of the tank farms look 
like and if some waste can be left in the tanks. 

Elaine Faustman, Consortium for Risk Evaluation with Stakeholder Participation (CRESP-UW), 
introduced herself and the work CRESP is doing on how risk information is incorporated into the 
decision-making process. CRESP believes that risk information supports the decision-making 
process, makes it credible, and allows for an accountable process. A letter was submitted to John 
Wagoner, DOE-RL, which called attention to how risk is incorporated into decision-making 
processes and CRESP's intention to further study this issue. 
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD 
Revised MeetinK Summary 

February 5-6, 1998 
Seattle, Washington 

This is only a summary of issues and actions in this meeting. It may not represent the fullness of 
ideas discussed or opinions given, and should not be used as a substitute for actual public 
involvement or public comment on any particular topic unless specifically identified as su.ch. 

Thursday, February 5, 1998 

The meeting was called to order by Chair Merilyn Reeves, Oregon League of Women Voters 
(Public-at-Large). The meeting was open to the public. Four public comment periods were 
provided at 11 :45 a.m. on Thursday and Friday, at 4:45 p.m. on Thursday, and at 4:00 p.m. on 
Friday. 

Members present are listed in Attachment 1, as are members . of the public and others attending. 
Board seats not represented were: Charles Kilbury, City of Pasco (Local Government), Jim 
Watts, Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council (Hanford Work Force), Richard Berglund, Central 
Washington Building Trades (Hanford Work Force), Rick Leaumont, Lower Columbia Basin 
Audubon Society (Local Government), Dan Landeen, Nez Perce Tribe (Tribal Government), and 
James Cochran, Washington State University (University). 

Announcements Made Throughout the Meeting 

[Items are listed in chronological order, rather than the order made. Announcements with no 
dates are listed last.] 

• The Board now has a web page on the Internet. Its address is: 
http://www.hanford.gov/boards/hab/index.htm 

AGENDA ITEM #1: WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

Merilyn Reeves, Chair, noted that at this time four years ago, the Hanford Advisory Board was 
holding its first meeting. While the past year has been stressful for the Board because of the 
Plutonium Reclamation Facility (PRF) accident, spent fuel removal challenges, and lack of 
funding · for tank waste retrieval, it is important to remember the successes and impact of the 
Board's advice over the past four years and focus on how cleanup can move forward. 

Merilyn introduced members of the Idaho Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) who were in 
attendance. Chuck Rice, Chair, introduced himself and said the Idaho CAB was convened 
approximately four months after the Hanford Advisory Board and with the exception of the 
Shoshone Band Tribes, Idaho CAB members do not represent organizations, but rather 
perspectives. The Idaho CAB has an open invitation from the site manager to examine any area 
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of the site's operations, which appears to be unique to this advisory board. Maxine Dakins 
introduced herself as chair of the High-Level Waste Committee and a professor of environmental 
science at the University of Idaho. She represents environmental interests on the Idaho CAB. 
Dieter Knecht works at the chemical process plant at the Idaho facility and represents the 
perspectives of the technical community and site-related issues. Woody Russell, DOE-Idaho, 
introduced himself as the federal coordinator for the CAB. 

Jeffrey Luke (Hanford Work Force) introduced himself as a new alternate for Madeleine Brown, 
Flour Daniel Hanford (Hanford Work Force) replacing David Riddle, who has resigned. Jeff 
works for Waste Management Hanford, a subcontractor for the Project Hanford Management 
Contract (PHMC). Dr. Ruth Sechena was introduced as the new alternate for Dick Belsey, 
Physicians for Social Responsibility, (Local and Regional Public Health). She is a physician in 
occupational and environmental medicine at the University of Washington and is currently the 
director of the community outreach and education program, which helps community groups deal 
with environmental issues. Dr. Jim Trombold, a physician located in Seattle and past president 
of Physicians for Social Responsibility, was introduced as a second alternate for Dick Belsey. 
Merilyn Reeves announced that Gerald Hess (Public-at-Large) has resigned from the Board due 
to the long commute between Arizona and Hanford. 

Merilyn noted that a draft letter was distributed to the Board repeating the Board's previous 
advice to not fund Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) health 
monitoring studies with cleanup funds. The letter clarified that the Board supported the health 
monitoring studies, but did not support using cleanup funds as the source of money for these. 
Merilyn requested that Board members review the letter and provide any revisions to Louise 
Dressen, Enviroissues, by the end of the meeting so that it may be finalized. 

AGENDA ITEM #2: APPROVE DECEMBER MEETING SUMMARY 

Merilyn Reeves asked that the appendix to the December meeting summary, which outlines the 
issues discussed during the workshop, be clearly identified as not being Board consensus. She 
also suggested that the reference on page 2 to the Health of the Site meeting clarify that the 
Board was a co-sponsor of the meeting and was not Board public outreach. 

AGENDA ITEM #3: TANK WASTE REMEDIATION SYSTEM WORKSHOP 

Louise Dressen introduced the workshop on the Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) at 
Hanford, which was the focus of the Board's two-day meeting. After the Board identified 
TWRS as an urgent cleanup issue for 1998, an ad hoc group designed a workshop to educate 
Board members on the TWRS program, balancing the need to achieve a common level of 
understanding about the program among Board members without overwhelming members with 
too much information at one time. The second objective of the workshop was to determine what 
issues relating to TWRS the Board needs to explore over the coming year, why they should be 
addressed, and how they will be addressed. Louise noted that several excellent reference 
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materials on the tanks at Hanford were available, including a TWRS overview package prepared 
by the Hanford Communities that outlined all the components of the TWRS program. 

Historical Perspective 
Todd Martin, Hanford Education Action League (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public 
Interest Organizations), provided a history of tank waste treatment, storage, and retrieval at 
Hanford (Attachment 2). In 1957, a seven-year waste treatment program was begun when people 
realized that more tanks should not be built; rather treatment needed to occur as soon as the 
waste came out of the processing facilities. Facilities were to be on-line by 1965 at a cost of 
$16.5 million. At that time, the waste inventory was 96 tanks and 39 million gallons. However, 
the money to build that treatment plant was diverted to build the N Reactor. In 1987, the 
Defense Waste Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) looked at only the waste in the double­
shell tanks and decided that low activity waste would be grouted and high activity waste would 
be vitrified. The cost for double-shell tank waste treatment was estimated at $3 to $16 billion. 
The fundamentals of that plan were incorporated into the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) in 1989 
and 1994 was set as the deadline for filling 14 grout vaults. The TP A also said that all single 
shell tanks would be closed by June 2018. Tank waste would be treated with the TRUEX 
process, which raised technical questions such as the use of highly corrosive acid and the 
ultimate demise of that treatment option. 

The low activity waste to be grouted would fill 270 vaults. However, studies showed that grout 
would not set up right and would have to be poured in small layers, taking longer and costing 
more. A performance assessment could not guarantee that the waste would be safe and if the 
grout vaults failed, there was no guarantee that the waste could be retrieved. Because of the 
doubts surrounding both the TRUEX process and grouting, the U.S. Department of Energy 
(DOE) changed paths and the TWRS program was born to integrate all environment, health, 
safety, and programmatic issues and consider other treatment technologies. 

Additional rebaselining studies found that a big vitrification plant would cost the same as a small 
vitrification plant because the amount of waste being treated does not drastically influence the 
cost of the facility. DOE's cost estimates were influenced heavily by the assumption the waste 
would ultimately be going to Yucca Mountain and so DOE chose an extensive pretreatment 
process to minimize the amount of waste being shipped there. Other rebaselining studies showed 
that cheaper, faster, and safer options existed, including doing a simple pretreatment of sludge 
washing, glass-in-sulfur, and vitrifying the high activity waste. 

In conjunction with the rebaselining, the Tank Waste Task Force (TWTF) was ongoing and 
distilled the following values: (1) get on with it, (2) don' t depend on Yucca Mountain, (3) use 
the most practicable technology, but do not forsake innovation, (4) use a retrievable technology, 
and ( 5) protect the Columbia River. Amendments to the TP A in 1994 incorporated the values of 
the TWTF and the TWRS rebaselining effort and set 2028 as the deadline for completing 
vitrification. High level waste vitrification would begin in 2009 and low level waste in 2005. 
The cost would be anywhere from $13 to $40 billion. The 1994 TP A change offered the first 
complete solution, was technologically sound, and responded to stakeholder values. However, it 
was going to cost too much and DOE began to slow the process down. 
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Privatization first became an option at this time with the concept to build two to four Phase I 
vitrification plants and two to four Phase II vitrification plants, which would save the 
government 30% of the estimated cost. The Board was very skeptical of privatization and stated 
so in past advice. Department of Defense generals were also skeptical of the system and the 
contracting community felt that the contracts would work and actually save DOE money. 
Ecology was skeptical and insisted an alternate path be included in the TP A. Only two firms 
came to the presolicitation bid conference and eventually bid on the project. There was 
skepticism for several reasons, including it was too risky as an investment because the regulatory 
infrastructure was murky and the money would be at risk for too long which would increase 
costs. Also, DOE's management ability was in question as privatization is more complex than a 
cost-plus contract, which was DOE's usual contracting method. There was also no basis 
showing privatization was the best option. 

In 1995, the TP A was revised to extend the schedule for waste treatment to 2028 for completion 
of high activity waste vitrification and 2024 for low activity waste vitrification. Low activity 
waste vitrification would begin in two facilities by 2002 and high activity waste vitrification 
would begin in 2009. The cost was unknown. The TWRS EIS was completed at this time and 
was retrofitted to justify an already made decision, which the Board spoke out against. The 
TWRS EIS assumed that the low activity waste vitrification facilities could be built for $248 
million each and a high activity waste vitrification facility would cost $232 million. The total 
capital costs would be $1.4 billion. 

Since 1958, one million gallons of waste have been removed, treated, and disposed of from the 
tanks. Sixty eight tanks have leaked and the 39 million gallons in 96 tanks have increased to 50 
million gallons in 177 tanks. Based on this history, there are four laws ofTWRS: (1) the start of 
treatment will always be delayed, (2) these delays will always lead to greater obligations in the 
future, (3) there is not enough money to build a treatment facility in the next five years, but there 
are unlimited amounts of money beyond five years, and ( 4) management has been unable to carry 
the disposal program to success. Given these laws, the TP A is threatened, there are continuing 
management problems, and privatization will not be funded. 

Alternative Perceptions of TWRS Strategies 
Jeff Breckel, Ecology, expressed appreciation for Todd's presentation and shared some of the 
perspectives from Congress members with whom Jeff has been speaking. Congress is a 
collection of individuals and perspectives that range tremendously from the regional delegation, 
which is generally very supportive of the tank waste program, to the committees that are making 
the hard decisions about where to put the money. While all members of Congress will 
acknowledge the obligation of the nation to pay for waste treatment, there are a number of 
concerns that are regularly voiced, including cost, technology/approach, and management. 

Congress measures all projects by their cost and both appropriation committees and the 
Northwest delegation express regular concern about what is a reasonable cost. In terms of the 
vitrification approach, members of Congress regularly question what low activity waste is being 
vitrified, why is grout not being used when it is acceptable at other sites, and what do the 
regulations require and are they too stringent. The continuing technical debate about vitrification 
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continues to raise questions that vitrification is not the most technically appropriate option. 
Technical difficulties, delays, and escalating costs are also cited as justification for not moving 
forward. There is also a long Congressional history of concern or skepticism over DOE's ability · 
to manage large systems and the Pit 9 experience at Idaho is just the newest example. TWRS 
privatization is the first major privatization effort for DOE and is being initiated on the largest, 
most complex problem in the complex. Congressional representatives are also questioning why 
two pilot plants are needed and some feel more comfortable with just one plant. 

Tom Engel, University of Washington (University), commented on the technical issues facing 
the TWRS program. DOE asked the National Academy of Sciences to analyze and comment on 
the TWRS EIS. The most important conclusion from that analysis was that there are significant 
uncertainties that limit the ability of DOE to define, characterize, and dispose of the waste. A 
phased decision strategy should be used which starts with a pilot plant and, over a period of 
years, gathers information on how best to proceed. There should be more consideration of 
alternate options, including in-tank waste stabilization, subsurface barriers to contain leakage 
from the tanks, and removal of some parts of the waste and then stabilization of the remainder. 
The TWRS privatization path is susceptible to failure at so many points that it is important to 
maintain viable alternatives. 

Overall Structure of TWRS Program 

Jon Peschong, DOE, agreed with Todd Martin's characterization of the TWRS program that 
DOE has tried to treat the waste several times and it faces a decision to spend a large amount of 
money. Privatization is no different and once again, DOE will have to ask Congress for a large 
sum of money to move forward. To accommodate some of the concerns with the TWRS EIS, 
DOE has agreed to reanalyze it over the process of the privatization effort. The overall theme 
over the past forty years of studies is that the high activity waste should be disposed of in a 
national repository and low activity waste should be disposed at Hanford. The question today is 
whether privatization is a good enough option to move forward. 

TWRS is a $332.5 million program in FY98. The major programs of TWRS are operation of 
tank farms, characterization, safety issue resolution, and the disposal mission (retrieval, 
privatized treatment, and disposal). In FY98, tank farm operations received the largest portion of 
the budget. Safety is 10 percent of the budget and waste characterization is receiving $48 
million. Tank farm operations cover 177 underground storage tanks, 28 of which are double 
shell tanks and 149 are single shell tanks. Those 177 tanks are divided into 18 tank farms, 
including 200 miles of underground pipes, 50,000 valves, 1,400 internal transfer lines, 22 active 
ventilation systems, and 40 miscellaneous underground storage tanks. In the tank farms, 54,000 
radiation entries are performed each year, along with 4,000 equipment preventive maintenance, 
2,000 equipment fixes, 100 waste transfers, and over 8,000 instrument readings to ensure worker 
safety. 

Safety issue resolution focuses on both organics and flammable gas. Seven million dollars of 
safety funds is spent on organics. Organics and solvents, when mixed with other waste, might 
bum if there is sufficient heat present. Controls are in place to protect workers. While there is 

Hanford Advisory Board 
Revised Meeting Summary 

Page 5 
February 5-6, 1998 



continuing controversy over some of the tanks, such as C-103 , DOE believes the workers are 
safe. Through characterization, DOE is learning that the organics, which might have burned in 
the past, are being broken down by heat and radiation and no longer represent a source of fuel in 
the tanks. 

When radiation is mixed with water, hydrogen, which can burn, is generated. Flammable gas is 
also present in the tanks and, if ignited, could explode. Again, worker controls have been put in 
place (e.g., no sparks are allowed near the tanks). $18.7 million is being spent on data analysis 
and developing models of the waste in tanks. The high heat problem is limited to Tank C-106, 
which will self-boil if water is not added to the tank. There is concern that tank might leak, so 
there is a strong effort to retrieve the waste from the tank; it was planned to be done by 
September 1997. 

The TWRS program has developed a basis for interim operations. The program is delaying 
implementation of a final safety analysis report until 2000 because of lack of funding. An 
additional safety issue which has been resolved is ferrocyanides in the tanks. It is believed that 
ferrocyanides have degraded and do not represent a potential fuel ; tanks containing this chemical 
have been taken off the watch list. Sampling efforts have been changed from a commitment to 
sampling two cores per tank to sampling tanks as data needs are identified. For example, experts 
on flammable gas are asked what and how many samples they need and then those are taken. 
Characterization data from these sampling efforts are also included in the basis for interim 
operations. 

The goal for retrieval is to remove 10,200 metric tons of waste for Phase I through 4 foot wide 
openings. Double-shell tank waste will be retrieved first because the existing pumps only work 
for the double shell tanks and it is vital that waste be retrieved for the privatization contractors. 
This will also allow space to become available to transfer waste from the single shell tanks. 
Another challenge for retrieval is ensuring that the waste meets the contract specifications. 
Eleven double shell tanks have been identified and sampled. All eleven met the requirements in 
the privatization contracts. Seven were resampled and they again met specifications. The four 
remaining ones will also be sampled and the contractors will have an opportunity to sample all 
eleven tanks. Funding is also being provided to maintain the infrastructure, such as electrical 
power, potable water, land for the facilities, and effluent lines. 

The waste integration team is now analyzing the proposals from the privatization contractors and 
will provide a recommendation to John Wagoner, Secretary Pena, and Congress as to whether the 
proposals are good enough to proceed and whether they both should be selected. Once glassified 
waste is received from the privatization contractors, DOE will utilize the former grout vaults and 
build additional storage and disposal facilities for the low activity waste. High level waste will 
be sent to the Canister Storage Building. The overall budget breakdown for FY98 is tank waste 
storage and disposal - $10.8 million; management systems - $35.4 million; operations and 
maintenance - $83.1 million; line item projects - $35.4 million; tank waste safety - $31.0 million; 
tank waste characterization - $48 million; process waste support - $8.5 million; privatization 
infrastructure - $6.4 million; and tank waste retrieval - $73 .9 million. 
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Summary and Implications ofDOE' s 60-Day Review ofTWRS Program Management 

Suzanne Rudzinski, DOE-HQ, reviewed the findings of the investigation conducted by herself 
and members of a team of the TWRS management program. The investigation was based on 
concerns raised by the Government Accountability Project about the management of the TWRS 
program. It was not a comprehensive review of the program nor was it a review of technical 
work. It looked at the federal management of the program, not the contractors. The investigation 
team interviewed over 120 people, including federal and contractor employees, Ecology, Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, and the Government Accountability Project. Because of 
confidentiality restrictions, the report does not detail the specific allegations. The report does, 
however, categorize the allegations into four major types. The report found that (1) processes for 
addressing safety and technical issues lacked sufficient rigor to consistently detect, manage, and 
resolve problems before they become major issues for the program, (2) processes for reviewing 
and resolving technical and safety comments are weak and have failed to address significant 
issues in several cases, (3) external credibility issues continue with the vadose zone program and 
past management of the program has contributed substantially to these problems, and (4) 
management problems identified in previous self-assessments persist. 

The recommendations of the report included: (1) develop and implement corrective actions to 
address the team' s findings within established deadlines, (2) increase the rigor of safety 
authorization document and the Unresolved Safety Question process, (3) implement a more open 
and disciplined internal and external comment resolution process, ( 4) accelerate current site 
efforts to develop a process to resolve differences of professional opinion and pilot test the 
process before implementing it broadly, (5) fully integrate the vadose zone, groundwater, and 
Hanford Tank Initiative programs, establish clear goals for the use of data among the programs, 
and institute expert panel review of methodologies, modeling plans, and interpretations of 
results, ( 6) improve communication of project and policy decisions to the staff and public, 
requiring the TWRS program to share information more openly and earlier than it has 
traditionally done, and (7) develop and implement a corrective action plan to address unresolved 
management problems from this report and previous studies. 

John Wagoner, DOE-RL, gave the Board his reaction and actions following the issuance of the 
report. The recommendations were a reasonable set of proposals for the TWRS program. As a 
result of that, the project needs to take a number of actions to strengthen how it was managed. 
Leif Erickson, DOE-RL, has been assigned to the project to develop a schedule of actions to 
implement the report's recommendations and work with TWRS on a range of actions. With 
respect to vadose zone management, responsibility will be under Linda Bauer, DOE-RL, to 
provide overall integration of vadose zone and groundwater work. Bechetel Hanford is to deliver 
a plan for how to integrate these efforts by mid-February. The program has developed and done 
a trial with a process for resolving technical differences of opinion. The TWRS project is now 
under the Basis for Interim Operations and DOE has revalidated that push-core sampling is under 
the safety authorization. Work on salt well monitoring has not been restarted until DOE looks at 
it in light of the report. 
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Tom Carpenter, Government Accountability Project (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and 
Public Interest Organizations), reported that the review of the TWRS management program had 
its roots in employee concerns. A number of years ago, federal and contractor employees 
approached the Government Accountability Project with serious concerns about the internal 
management systems at Hanford. Technical and scientific concerns were being ignored, safety 
was being compromised, and retaliations were occurring. Eight of these employees met with 
Secretary Pefia on a confidential basis during his visit to Hanford last summer to outline their 
concerns. As a result, Secretary Pefia commissioned the independent review. Only one of the 
reviewers came from Hanford, all other members being from other DOE programs or outside 
consultants. The review team talked to every current and past employee within the past two 
years. GAP's analysis of the report concludes that tank farms management is in a failure mode. 
Shortcuts on safety and operating outside the safety authorization basis were occurring, as well 
as management, technical, and scientific concerns were not shared with stakeholders and other 
scientific experts. However, there remains a concern about how this review' s recommendations 
will be implemented. It appears that TWRS management is preparing to refute the findings of 
the review through a report. Employees remain concerned with the program and feel the 
proposed corrective actions do not go far enough and continuing safety concerns will delay 
cleanup. 

John Wagoner clarified that DOE is not going to reject this review of TWRS management and 
there is no action underway to do that. The recommendations of the review will be implemented, 
and while there may be differences of opinion in terms of details, the recommendations will 
improve the overall program. 

Board Discussion 

Greg deBruler, Columbia River United (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest 
Organizations), questioned how much DOE had spent on all the TWRS studies outlined by Todd 
Martin. Pam Brown, City of Richland (Local Government), asked where the low cost estimates 
in the TWRS EIS had been developed. Todd responded that to the best of his understanding, the 
estimate generated by DOE-RL was close to actual costs, but after extensive review by DOE­
HQ, the estimates were lowered. 

Tom Woods, Yakama Indian Nation (Tribal Governments), expressed concern that in none of the 
previous presentations was regional effects analysis of the treatment options mentioned. It is not 
known what impacts in situ vitrification, leaving empty tanks, or not treating soil under tanks 
will have on the region as a whole. This should be added to Todd Martin's previously 
mentioned laws ofTWRS. 

Greg deBruler questioned why there were not incremental milestones identified in the latest TP A 
relating to waste treatment. He asked Jon Peschong whether the report on readiness to proceed is 
a self evaluation report or an evaluation of the available analytical information. Jon responded 
that one component of the report looks at whether the identified scope is right for Phase I and if it 
is the right approach. The report also looks at whether DOE, its contractors, and the privatization 
contractors are able and capable of administering the contract. DOE will be conducting a self-
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evaluation of itself and will have it peer reviewed. Jackson Kinzer, DOE, added that the 
readiness to proceed report is being reviewed by DOE and the agency is on the verge of issuing a 
report as to its acceptance of that report. Greg deBruler also questioned how DOE is trying to 
prove that there is not a problem with organics or ferrocyanides. Jon responded that DOE has 
objectively looked to see whether organics are a safety concern. Data suggest that organics have 
changed to shorter molecules and no longer pose a safety threat. Once all the data are 
consolidated, they will be sent to scientific experts for their concurrence. Ken Bracken, Benton 
County (Local Government Interests), questioned how much funding is required for the final 
safety analysis report. Jon Peschong responded that $7 million is needed, however, preliminary 
indications are that it is not available for FY99. Gerry Pollet, Heart of America Northwest, 
(Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest Organizations) raised his concern that 
while the 60-day review of the TWRS program management says senior management has failed 
to respond to safety issues, is working outside of the safety authorization, and fails to respond to 
critiques of the program. DOE is not changing the management. If the same managers remain in 
the program, the culture does not change; current managers must be held accountable. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Catherine O'Neill, resident of Olympia, spoke to the Board regarding the transportation of waste 
into Hanford from other waste generating facilities for treatment and disposal. Concerns that 
must be addressed if this occurs include protection against espionage activities and exposure 
from shipments to nearby vehicles and residents. 

AGENDA ITEM #3: TANK WASTE REMEDIATION SYSTEM WORKSHOP 
(CONTINUED) 

Safe Storage 

Fran Deloizer, Lockheed Martin Hanford, presented information to the Board on safe storage of 
tanks at Hanford. Operations at the tanks include surveillance and monitoring, liquid removal, 
waste receipts, waste volume management, sampling and characterization, and waste transfers. 
In the double shell tanks, leak detection is accomplished by monitoring the space between the 
two shells as well as continued air monitoring. There has never been a leak in the double shell 
tanks. Forty eight single shell tanks are monitored each week; forty one tanks have various types 
of instruments already in them. Approximately a month ago, an anomaly occurred in SX-104 
which was noticed through data from the liquid observation well. Some tanks no longer require 
monitoring because there is not enough waste in them. For thirteen of the eighteen tank farms, 
instruments in the tanks provide continuous monitoring; for the remaining five, monitoring is 
accomplished by hand. Twenty eight tanks have continuous standard hydrogen monitoring 
systems to watch for flammable gas. While flammability of hydrogen is a concern, there has 
never been an occurrence of more than 25 percent of the 4 percent flammability required to ignite 
the hydrogen. Flammable gas monitors are also installed during salt well pumping and some 
characterization activities. 
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Over 13,000 radiological data points are taken each year. Health physicists monitor the level of 
radiation and keep points on maps so workers can plan the level of protective equipment needed 
to accomplish a job. Levels of radiation are also monitored outside the tank farms. There have 
been 30 events of finding contamination where there was not supposed to be any; however, every 
event, except one, was contaminated tumbleweed or animal feces. 

Single shell tank interim stabilization includes pumping pumpable liquids out of the tanks. One 
hundred and nineteen tanks have been pumped as much as possible. Three are being pumped 
now and two additional ones will be completed this year. To pump liquid out of a tank, a salt 
well is dropped into the tank with a pipe with holes in it so water in the sludge is also retrieved. 
The liquid is pumped out of the tank into a double contained receivable tank, which when full, is 
sampled and characterized so wastes are not mixed that might react to each other. 

Sixty seven single shell tanks are known to be leaking and others may be found to be leakers 
through vadose zone and groundwater monitoring. The level of the tanks is monitored and when 
a point three standard deviations away from the norm is reached, it has to be determined what is 
happening. 

Sampling is accomplished through removing cores from the waste and using gas sampling 
equipment. Twelve hundred core samples have been taken from 122 tanks. One hundred tank 
transfers are completed each year by verifying the integrity of the route between tanks, the waste 
is compatible, and that valves are in the right place. Both 30 minutes and an hour after the 
transfer is begun, a mass balance is done to ensure no waste is being lost. In the calendar year 
1997, there were 104 occurrences in the tank farms that were reported to DOE. A quarter of 
those occurrences were contaminated mouse feces and tumbleweeds, and a quarter of them were 
equipment failures because of old equipment. The overall indication is that more work is getting 
done with a lesser rate of occurrences. 

Safety performance is measured against OSHA standards and tank farm workers have initiated a 
system to evaluate their own workspace. Workers are able to inspect areas of the tank farm and, 
using specific criteria, measure how that workspace is functioning. Through this function, 
workers are able to see improvements based on their actions or recommendations. 

Suzanne Dahl, Ecology, offered a regulatory perspective on the storage of waste in the tank 
farms. The system of tank farm operations is integrated when all critical activities work together 
towards one goal. Right now that system is probably broken because it is moving towards 
treatment capability of some kind, and without being sure of what that end point will be, it is 
impossible for the system to work correctly. ~Near term issues on which to focus attention 
include tank operations, safety issue resolution, interim stabilization, and removal of leakable 
liquids. Ecology sees interim stabilization and the removal of pumpable liquids as "must do" 
actions, as they provide significant protection against future leaks and will buy time while 
retrieval and treatment capabilities are brought on line. A secondary issue is the resolution of 
safety issues and safe storage activities, such as characterization and retrieval. 
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Ecology has seen slow progress towards interim stabilization. The original milestone was set to 
remove all liquids out of single shell tanks by 1995, but flammable gas posed significant enough 
danger so the milestone was moved to 2000. Now, there are discussions that there will be a 3 to 
5 year delay in finishing this project. The second area of concern is the need for a safety plan 
embedded in each one of the line projects. Safety planning should be managed as part of the 
project. 

Waste Disposal 

Fran Deloizer spoke to the Board on waste disposal within the TWRS program. The program 
has an authorization basis, unique to the nuclear industry, which is structured as an envelope for 
the program to operate under. To develop the authorization basis, tank farm operations are 
reviewed for what hazards and accidents could occur and the consequences of those to both the 
public and workers. If it is assumed that those risks should not be present, controls are placed on 
the facilities to bring them into the operating guidelines. Controls may be physical, 
instrumentation, alarms, equipment, administrative actions, or procedures. For every activity 
performed in the tank farms, an Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ) screen is performed which 
includes questions, such as is the facility within an authorization basis, is a change being made to 
the authorization basis, is there an impact to an administrative control, and does the authorization 
basis cover this change. If any of the questions are answered either with a yes or maybe, then a 
higher level of detail is required and the contractor must determine whether the activity should be 
changed or a request should go to DOE to change the authorization basis. Every USQ is 
independently validated. Between 1,000 and 1,500 USQ screens are performed each year and 
approximately 100 are seen as requiring additional information. After the second screen, 25 
remained and in only 2 instances did the contractors not change the way the work was being 
done. In the 2 cases, the contractors declared there was an USQ, the justification was approved, 
and it became part of the license and authorization basis. 

Within a month of taking over the tank farms, Lockheed Martin Hanford (LMH) produced the 
TWRS zero level logic. It takes the existing conditions of the tank farms and determines how 
they fit together to meet the schedule of providing waste to the privatization contractors. LMH 
looked at the existing waste and found 12 double shell tanks and 1 single shell tank that were 
believed to contain the right characteristics of waste to give to the privatization contractors. The 
configuration needed to transfer the waste, such as transfer lines, pumps, pits, instrumentation, 
and mixer pumps in tanks, was determined. Also, the construction projects were identified and 
scheduled. The logic went down to the level of what needed to occur for a single tank. Fran 
provided the Board with additional documents which plan how each process will work in order 
to successfully retrieve waste for the privatization contractors. She said if the Board believes that 
LMH knows what to do to be ready for the vitrification of wastes, then there should be a united 
front to Congress and DOE that the contractor understands what it is doing and that the funds 
should be authorized for the project. 

Suzanne Dahl presented Ecology' s perspective on TWRS waste disposal activities. There are 
three kinds of tanks: (1) tanks that have leaked, (2) tanks that will leak again, (3) and tanks that 
have not leaked but will leak. There are two kinds of waste: ( 1) waste in the tanks and (2) waste 
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in the ground. The greatest chance for risk reduction is to remove the greatest volume of waste, 
which is in the tanks. The keystone of the treatment of waste are the treatment plants. In the first 
phase of treatment, when 6 of the tanks currently on the watch list will be treated, there will be a 
reduction of radionuclides and 13 percent of the waste will be treated. Also, double shell tanks 
will be emptied so that waste from single shell tanks can be moved to safer conditions. So by the 
end of 2008, 26 percent of the waste will be in a safer place, which will be a significant 
improvement. If there is not a treatment plant, the waste would have no where to go, tanks 
would be filled to capacity, and they would begin to bulge and continue to leak and have an 
impact on the groundwater and Columbia River. 

Ecology ' s first priority for the disposal and treatment of TWRS is getting operable treatment 
plants. The second priority is that waste must be provided to the privatization contractors on a 
regular and consistent basis. The third priority is moving waste from the single shell tanks to the 
double shell tanks. In 1994, a requirement for a critical path approach had been put in the TP A 
and the logic diagram created by LMH either has come close or surpassed that approach. There 
has to be success in getting the waste out of the C-106 tank; adding more water is going to cause 
the tank to leak again. The director of Ecology has told DOE to make a new schedule for 
retrieving the waste from the tanks and the agency will hold the fines in abeyance. If the 
schedule is not made, fines will be charged for the whole period of time that the milestone was 
missed. 

The contracts for the treatment plants need to be viable and there needs to be enough risk on each 
side of the contract so that it continues to be a viable option for both sides. The funding for the 
plants continues to be a major stumbling block. It is time for the nation to pay back to the 
Northwest its Cold War debt and get treatment capability. While new technologies may be 
implementable along the way, there needs to be a focus on retrieving and treating the wastes 
through vitrification, which is a known viable technology, and others can be implemented along 
the way. 

Board Discussion 

George Kyriazis, City of Kenniwick (Local Government Interests), asked how the flammable gas 
is measured and whether there are pressure sensing devices in any of the tanks. Fran Deloizer 
responded that there is a device which pumps through a very small tube a sample from the head 
space in the tank from which chemicals can be identified. Forty four tanks have active ventilation 
systems that maintain the tanks at slightly lower than atmospheric pressure. Pressure is no 
longer a variable that has to be monitored in the tanks to be within the authorization basis. When 
all the other hazards are analyzed, pressure_ is not one of the variables. However, it is important 
to monitor the tanks to ensure the pressure does not get too low causing the tanks to collapse. 
Wayne Martin, Pacific Northwest National Laboratories (Hanford Work Force), asked if 
pressure is measured relative to atmospheric pressure. Fran responded that it is because the last 
seen drop in temperature was correlated with a drop in atmospheric pressure. Tom Engel asked 
how many people work on the tank farms. Fran answered that 1,500 employees work in TWRS. 
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Bob Larson, Benton-Franklin Regional Council (Local Government Interests), questioned why, 
if the five tanks being pumped this year are leaking, an emergency state to pump has not been 
declared. Fran responded that one of the tanks being pumped this year was declared to be 
leaking years ago, but has not leaked recently. S Y-104 is still under investigation, but it appears 
the tank is stable with little standing liquid. The dry wells surrounding the single shell tank have 
been relogged and no change in contamination since 1980 has been seen. Some of the 
fluctuations in waste levels that have been observed may be due to changes in atmospheric 
pressure. Tom Engel questioned how much hydrogen gas is present in SY-104. Fran responded 
that she will have to find an exact answer, however, it is not a high bearing tank and the 
hydrogen gas that does come out is not burping or coming out in amounts that might be 
dangerous. Wayne Martin questioned whether waiting for the tank level results to be 3 standard 
deviations from the norm does not allow slow leaks to occur. 

Tom Carpenter questioned what has been the reaction from the 60-day TWRS management 
review recommendation that said push mode core sampling has been conducted many times 
outside the authoriz.ation basis. Fran responded that the Basis for Interim Operations is only one 
part of the total authorization basis, and that within other documents, the push core sampling is 
conducted within the authorization basis. Tom also asked what has been the effect of the seven 
pipefitters who raised safety concerns, were laid off, and were subjects of retaliation, throughout 
the rest of the workforce. Fran clarified that the seven workers who were laid off were Fluor 
Daniel Northwest employees. In May 1997, Fran noted that several occurrences had been noted 
in Fluor Daniel Northwest's performance where LMH rules were not being met. This situation 
has been rectified and she is happy with the current performance of the company. Within LMH, 
there is an open door policy for all workers to talk about safety and the job environment. 

Ken Bracken thanked Fran Deloizer for presenting detailed information on the tank farm 
operations and providing the Board with an understanding of what work is required to maintain 
the farms. Tom Engel questioned whether the 1,500 employees on the tank farms are all required 
and whether there might be duplication of efforts. 

Merilyn Reeves asked whether the 60 tanks identified as empty are really empty. Fran responded 
that those 60 tanks do not contain any liquids, but are still full of salt cake. There are 60 tanks 
with less than a foot of liquid in them. Merilyn also asked what risks are posed by the 
miscellaneous underground storage tanks (MUSTs) mentioned in previous presentations. Mike 
Paines, LMH, responded that the TWRS program is responsible for 46 MUSTs. Twelve are 
active tanks which are still in use, the remaining are inactive and hold less than 2,000 gallons of 
waste. There are plans to characterize all the waste in the MUSTs; however, this is a lesser 
priority than the single and double shell tanks. The tank within the Plutonium Finishing Plant is 
under the responsibility of the building management, but TWRS will assist in sampling the tank. 
Fran added that information on all the tanks, including MUSTs, have been provided to the 
regulators and they have been assigned to the responsibility of a specific program. 

Todd Martin noted that the staff levels on the tank farms are an important point for the Board to 
examine because they relate to efficient and effective spending of money. The Board has issued 
advice on this topic before and requested an evaluation of staffing. levels within the operations 
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that was never received. At one point, Todd was told that an evaporator was staffed with 18 
engineers, while it really only needed 3 process engineers to operate it. Fran reminded the Board 
that it does take a large workforce to run the tank farms and there are more than engineers 
involved, ( e.g., planners, safety engineers, and health physicists are each part of making the tank 
farms run smoothly). 

Paige Knight, Hanford Watch of Oregon (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest 
Organizations), asked what waste was in the MUSTs and whether there are transfer lines between 
the tanks. She was answered that some of the MUSTs have transfer lines between them. Paige 
also questioned what will be the repercussions of falling behind scheduled removal of liquid 
from the single shell tanks. Suzanne Dahl responded that DOE has missed one milestone (M41-
22) for interim stabilization and it appears the agency will also miss M41-23 . The TPA agencies 
are currently evaluating the situation to ensure that it is fairly addressed and will write position 
papers to determine if there is good cause for a deadline extension. The director of Ecology is 
intimately involved with this and understands that the milestones need to receive the highest 
priority. Paige requested that the Board be provided with information on the milestones that are 
being missed. 

Tom Woods expressed his concern that problems with TWRS management will not disappear 
simply because of a reorganization. Ben Floyd, Benton County (Local Government Interests), 
requested information on the TWRS program budget for FY92, FY93 , and FY94, broken down 
into projects, similar to the earlier presentation by Jon Peschong, and how the budget will be 
changing in the future. 

Tom Carpenter asked Fran Deloizer whether she agreed with the 60-day review of the TWRS 
program management. Fran responded that the only things she disagrees with are details in the 
operation of the tank farms, based on the existing documentation. Bob Larson asked who within 
DOE approves changes in the authorization basis and how long it takes for them to be approved. 
Fran answered that John Wagoner signs every single change to the authorization basis. The 
length of time it takes for a change order to be changed varies greatly. The flammable gas USQ 
was suggested in July 1996 and not signed until November 1996. However, another USQ found 
that some of the pits connected to transfer lines were smaller than pits used to do the hazard 
collection. That USQ was signed the afternoon of the day it was written. 

Tom Carpenter questioned whether Fran disagreed with the report' s concern regarding safety of 
the interim operations. The report noted that the light duty utility arm was operating outside of 
the authorization area. Fran stated that the report was looking at TWRS management overall and 
did not evaluate the safety of the tank farm. The light duty utility arm was determined to be 
within the authorization basis. Had it been deployed at a later date, it would have had to go 
through an USQ. 

Merilyn Reeves remembered that Jackson Kinzer mentioned to Assistant Secretary Al Alm at the 
Salt Lake City meeting the importance of getting the waste properly characterized to avoid a fine. 
She asked how confident is DOE that the waste will be characterized on time. Jackson Kinzer 
responded that DOE is making sure that the risks associated with any of the projects to get the 
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waste to the contractors are at an 80 percent confidence level. In terms of actually getting the 
correct waste to the vendors, DOE believes it is close to 100 percent possible. If the waste in the 
staging tanks does not meet specifications, it can be blended to the right levels. Fran added that 
she is close to 100 percent confident that the waste will be within the characteristics already 
agreed to and she is 80 percent confident that the entire retrieval process will be a success. When 
LMH bids on a project, the company builds steps into the process which ensure that there is an 
80 percent chance of making a profit. For example, DOE has assured LMH that it will not delay 
the project on changes to certain authorization base. 

Betty Tabbutt, League of Women Voters (Regional Citizen, Environmental, and Public Interest 
Organizations), asked what steps are being taken to ensure that the second batch of waste to go to 
the privatization contractors will be ready on time. Also, what will happen if waste does not meet 
the requirements of the privatization contractors and there is no waste to mix it with in order to 
meet those requirements. Fran responded that the logic developed by LMH describes 4 waste 
envelopes with varying amounts of contamination. If the contractors can treat those 4 envelopes, 
they will have treated 95 percent of the types of waste in the tanks. The 12 double shell tanks 
and 1 single shell tank are the easiest to retrieve and have the most mixture of waste. 

Tom Engel questioned whether there is any investigation on the use of subsurface barriers to 
prevent further contamination of the soil and groundwater around the single shell tanks. Fran 
responded that not to her knowledge is any such investigations occurring. Tom noted that in the 
draft TWRS EIS, it was reported that retrieval of waste from the single shell tanks could lead to 
as much leakage as has leaked to date. Fran stated that using sluicing to retrieve waste could 
cause that to happen. However, the Hanford Tanks Initiative is looking at four alternative 
technologies (two trawlers and two articulating arms) which would retrieve waste without high 
pressure sluicing. Suzanne Dahl added that DOE conducted barrier studies as part of the TPA 
and found there was technical uncertainty about whether the barriers would overlap and provide 
the necessary protection. That is why there was a shift to an in-tank technology that would not 
require as much water. 

Bob Larson questioned whether the privatization contractors have a melter that is proven to 
vitrify the waste. Jackson Kinzer responded that the privatization contractors have given DOE 
their design work for the treatment plants and this is being evaluated by a group of experts to 
determine the viability of their processes and equipment. Both contractors have made glass in 
other parts of the world and are proposing the best technology they have. Todd Martin 
questioned how the melters can be proven technologies when they have not been used on the 
type of waste at Hanford, to this scale, and have had problems vitrifying waste at other facilities 
in the United States. · 

Merilyn Reeves questioned whether the 13 percent of waste that will be vitrified in the first phase 
of the privatization work will reduce the highest risk of curies and radioactivity. Fran said that 
the 13 percent will include higher than average risk. A fair portion of it will be from the aging 
tanks which hold 20 to 25 percent of the curies. Suzanne Dahl added that the 13 percent will 
include 6 tanks on the flammable gas watch list and 90 percent of the radionuclides in the double 
shell tanks. 
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Wayne Martin asked how LMH will be sure that the characterization of the waste will be the 
same by both Lockheed and the privatization contractors so that the contractors get the same 
results as LMH. Fran responded that there are 19 intercontractor documents in areas where 
fundamental agreement is needed and characterization is one of those areas. LMH will put the 
waste in a tank where it will be sampled and characterized and then it will be transferred to 
another tank where both contractors will get duplicate samples. 

Jackson Kinzer responded to Todd Martin' s earlier statement that this level of detail has been 
worked out before and still the vitrification of tank wastes failed. The detailed level of retrieval 
that LMH has prepared is unlike what has been done in the past. Todd responded that while the 
logic prepared by LMH does look good, he still feels that the treatment of wastes will be delayed 
for some reason. Jackson acknowledged that the privatization contractors could propose a 
different treatment concept than what was requested. Todd stated his opinion that the treatment 
technologies are appropriate, but they should not be oversold. 

Tom Engel expressed his agreement with the Ecology perspective of tank waste treatment, 
however, he cautioned that the vadose zone must not be completely ignored. Suzanne Dahl 
agreed with Tom's statement and said that corrective actions are being examined for those tanks 
that have already leaked. Jerry Peltier, City of West Richland (Local Government Interests), also 
expressed his agreement with Ecology' s perspective and its focus on what needs to be done to 
get the waste treated. The Board needs to agree that the first priority for the site is getting the 
waste out of the tanks and provide support for the process of privatization. Betty Tabbutt 
suggested that when discussing the waste in the tanks, the obligation of the nation in moving it 
out of the ground emphasizes its importance when competing with other projects. George 
Kyriazis expressed his appreciation for Suzanne' s presentation and suggested that it be written 
up as a position paper. Harold Heacock, TRIDEC (Local Business Interests), said that while 
many people have differences of opinion with DOE and its projects, there must be a united voice 
on the tank waste remediation program so that there are no excuses for not proceeding. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Tom Leschine introduced himself as chair of the National Academy of Sciences Panel on 
remediation of buried tank wastes. He also works with the Consortium for Risk Evaluation with 
Stakeholder Participation (CRESP) at the University of Washington. Mr. Leschine gave some 
personal observations on the presentations made during the day on the tank waste remediation 
program. The National Academy of Sciences has continuously questioned DOE's research 
method. The biggest problem within DOE is the lack of integration; by separating the agency 
into different programs, turf battles begin and efforts are stovepiped. The National Academy of 
Sciences does not advocate leaving the waste in place, but is encouraging looking at how caps 
and barriers might be used temporarily. The Board can help by determining what the questions 
are, such as what should the end state of the tank farms look like and can some waste be left in 
the tanks. 
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AGENDA ITEM #3: TANK WASTE REMEDIATION SYSTEM WORKSHOP 
(CONTINUED) 

Maxine Dakins, Idaho CAB, offered her perspective on the tank waste remediation effort which 
is ongoing at Hanford. At the Idaho Site, the proposed path forward is to separate high level 
waste into high and low activity components. The draft EIS has not been published, but there is 
a framing of issues for this approach. One of the questions is how should Idaho address the low 
activity component. Eventually, an implementable solution will be supported, but there must be 
a balance of the costs and risks. The second issue for Idaho is the hazardous components in the 
waste. Will glass be sent to Yucca Mountain or will it be treated with grout? The third issue is 
do not do anything that is not retrievable. The path forward document is discussing disposal of 
low level grout back into the tanks, which will not be retrievable. 

Dieter Knecht, Idaho CAB, reported that Idaho built stainless steel tanks rather than carbon steel 
tanks so their tank waste was kept acidic and Idaho does not have to deal with sludge or salt 
cake. Idaho also developed a calcine process for the waste which reduced the amount of waste 
seven times. Scientists now believe that the most effective option for treating the waste is to 
redisolve the calcine to separate the waste. West Valley does have drums of grout that can be 
removed which might provide an option for Idaho' s treatment of its waste. A concern for both 
Hanford and Idaho is the hazardous materials in the tank wastes. Plans for the Yucca Mountain 
repository include not allowing hazardous materials in it so an alternative repository will have to 
be found unless its permit is changed. 

Chuck Rice, chair of the Idaho CAB, also provided the Board with some ideas for the treatment 
of wastes. The biggest obstacle to privatization is DOE's management; the agency must have 
technically competent people in charge of waste management and cleanup. Hanford should 
remember that one of the proposed privatization contractors, Lockheed Martin Atomic Energy 
Systems (LMAES), is part of the corporation that had problems with the treatment of waste in Pit 
9 at Idaho. While characterizing the wastes in the pits and trenches is extremely difficult, Pit 9 
was the best characterized area, had records of materials disposed there, as well as workers still 
working on the site who knew what was disposed there. The Board must ensure that the 
regulators and Governor require that the TP A is fully implemented. 

Suzanne Dahl stated that there will be several readiness to proceed actions that must take place: 
(1) DOE must be ready to proceed, (2) the contractors must be ready to proceed, and (3) the 
privatization contractors must be ready to proceed. Jackson Kinzer stated that the overall 
authorization to proceed will be made up of approximately 12 actions, including actions from 
DOE-Headquarters. The privatization contractors will be looked at for financial and technical 
viability and price reasonableness. During contract negotiations, there will be redistribution of 
risk between the government and the contractors. A recommendation is scheduled to be given to 
Secretary Pefia on April 22. However, there has been some discussion at DOE-Headquarters that 
more time will be required to review the recommendation. Congressional staff have also been 
asking questions and they are unsure if they will be able to review the proposals within 30 days. 
Even if an additional month is taken, DOE will still be able to meet the TP A commitment of July 
1 for making a decision if one or both privatization contractors should be chosen. 
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Suzanne noted that one of the key concerns for Congressional staffers is the credibility of DOE 
and whether DOE will be ready for the privatization contractors. The more DOE can 
demonstrate how outside experts will be used over the next six months, the more credibility the 
agency will have with Congress. 

Board Discussion 

Betty Tabbutt asked whether the glass from the treatment plants will be capable of being delisted. 
Suzanne Dahl responded that the low level vitrification glass will either be listed or delisted at a 
RCRA site. The high level vitrification glass that is going to Yucca Mountain will have to be 
delisted successfully. Dieter Knecht added that the Nuclear Waste Policy Act is primarily for 
disposing of commercial spent nuclear fuel. In 1987, the Act was revised to only allow one 
repository to be built to dispose of 70,000 metric tons. Hanford has 100,000 metric tons which 
must be disposed. 

Paige Knight questioned what will happen if the proposals from LMAES and BNFL are not 
accepted by DOE. Jackson Kinzer responded that if both the proposals are non-responsive, DOE 
might not pay the contractors the $27 million to be awarded upon completion of the proposals. If 
a viable technical approach is proposed but the financial structure is not workable for the 
government, only partial payment might be made. The last option would be if the technical and 
financial consideration might work, but include a fatal flaw or are not viable to proceed. The 
other possibility is that one contractor might be selected and the other not. If neither contractor is 
picked, the alternate path would be followed. Paige asked when the negotiations must be 
completed. Jackson responded that any negotiations must be complete by April 22. 

Paige questioned whether DOE-HQ's plan for readiness to proceed is compatible with DOE­
RL' s readiness to proceed plan. Jackson responded that there was a concern because of changes 
in the Environmental Management program' s structure and personnel, there has not been a 
champion for privatization. Part of the DOE-HQ plan is to ensure there is adequate emphasis 
and a sense of urgency to get the plans approved in Headquarters. For Congress to be ready to 
proceed, DOE is preparing a package that will include the results of the plans of readiness to 
proceed, all organizational components, and the interfaces associated with how business will be 
conducted. DOE is meeting with Congressional staffers now to brief them on what the packages 
will include and answer any questions they have now. 

Pam Brown added that the biggest challenge for TWRS privatization is Congress appropriating 
funds because of the lack of faith in DOE's ability to manage such a large and complex project. 
Also, it will be difficult to convince Congress that the treatment of waste cannot be done for less 
money. She asked how is DOE dealing with the uncertainty in funding for the TWRS program 
and whether LMH will have adequate funds to deliver waste to the privatization contractors. 
Jackson Kinzer responded that because of the detailed logic prepared by LMH, the program is 
able to understand and build a priority list for what projects are necessary to get a job done. If 
the critical path is broken because of lack of funding, it will be easily identified. Because of not 
being in compliance with the TPA, DOE-HQ staff were encouraged to request additional funding 
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and Hanford might be receiving an additional $15 million of funding for FY98 which will go to 
pumping tanks and vadose zone studies. 

Bob Larson noted that there is a great likelihood that only one contractor will be chosen and if 
so, will that cause a problem for the program. Jackson responded that while two contractors are 
best, one will be adequate. The reason for this response is that the contractors are proposing 
options for expanding the capacity of their plants within the same footprint which might allow 
DOE to make up the treatment capacity if only one contractor is chosen. Harold Heacock 
congratulated LMH on the logic prepared for readiness to proceed as one of the better job 
analyses completed at Hanford in quite some time. He asked if in DOE's review of the 
privatization proposal, there are any gaps, high risk areas, or technical areas that could cause a 
delay. Jackson could not respond specifically because the proposals are still under review, but 
there have been some generic concerns about trace elements in the waste and how to handle 
them. The contractors have both taken samples of the waste and said it can be treated, but they 
have analytical and experimental equipment or processes currently under evaluation in order to 
reduce that risk. 

Shelley Cimon, Oregon Hanford Waste Board (State of Oregon), questioned how much 
flexibility there is in the negotiations with the privatization contractors. Jackson responded that 
the most difficult part of the negotiations will be the financial construct so that the government 
gets the best buy. The contractor has to have confidence in what it is doing and demonstrate that 
confidence by putting some of the corporation's own money into the project. The negotiations 
will be completed and provided to the Secretary by April 22. 

Norma Jean Germond, Oregon League of Women Voters (Public-at-Large), questioned whether 
there is confidence in the rest of the tank waste that after the first 13 percent of the waste is 
delivered and treated, there will not be delay in the retrieval of the remaining tank waste. 
Jackson stated that there are a number of tanks have been characterized and the challenge is in 
how to retrieve the waste without using the current practice of sluicing. The Hanford Tanks 
Initiative should help meet this challenge. 

Jerry Peltier questioned whether DOE-RL, DOE-HQ and Congress have the technical expertise 
to evaluate the proposals being offered by the privatization contractors. Jackson noted that DOE­
RL has retained experts from around the country so that the various technical and financial 
components of the proposals will be adequately reviewed. To educate the Congressional staff, 
DOE has brought consultants with it to Washington, D.C., in order to educate the staffers. 
Merilyn Reeves asked whether the experts are working together as teams or one expert looking at 
one component of the proposal and offering advice on just that part. Jackson responded that 
teams of experts are concentrating on specific aspects of the proposals. They are reviewing 
segments of the submittals in a way that will result in the synergy of a team, but reviewers will 
be focusing on areas of their expertise. The plan is for all the reviewers to come together as a 
group and concur on the final decision. 

Chuck Rice noted that the selection and negotiation of the privatization contractors will probably 
proceed smoothly. The area to be careful is in the management and oversight of the contracts. 
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DOE-RL must have a clear understanding of how it will manage the projects before it proceeds. 
George Kyriazis asked when all the pumpable liquids will be removed from the single shell tanks 
and when will the sludge be removed so there are clean tanks. Carolyn Haass, DOE, responded 
that the current deadline in 2000, but there was a moratorium on liquid removal during FY98 and 
a recovery plan now indicates that it will be completed in 2003 or 2005. However, new 
milestones have not been negotiated with EPA or Ecology. The first tank to be completely 
closed will be done in 2003. It has not been determined what will happen with the tanks once 
they are empty. Information is needed on vadose zone, groundwater, and leaks during retrieval 
before disposal decisions can be made. Closure plans are being submitted to Ecology on an 
annual basis and will be completed in 2004. 

Dirk Dunning, Oregon Department of Energy (State of Oregon), questioned what preparation is 
being done for the actual construction of the treatment facilities, such as meeting fire and 
structural codes. Jackson Kinzer responded that to the best of his understanding, nuclear, 
radiological, and safety oversight will be part of the regulatory unit, but construction and meeting 
codes will be up to the privatization contractors. Paige Knight noted that it is very important for 
the differences of opinion over the 60-day review of the management of the TWRS program to 
be resolved. 

Readiness to Proceed 

Fran Deloizer provided a brief presentation on what must be accomplished in order for the 
treatment of tank wastes to proceed. The PHMC is responsible for delivering waste to be treated, 
providing the infrastructure, and disposing of the waste after it has been immobilized. A 
multidisciplinary team was put together to prepare the readiness to proceed plan, which was also 
reviewed by an independent team who concluded that the scope was understood, the process 
sound, and that LMH was in a position to execute the process. A mission statement and program 
plan which identifies responsibilities and interfaces were prepared. There is a technical baseline 
summary description as well. The readiness to proceed is an extension of current activities, 
requires no new technologies, has _a clearly defined mission, an integrated baseline, and 
assumptions and risks are understood and manageable. 

Ecology sent a letter to LMH noting that the readiness to proceed for privatization will be a 
useful tool to use not only to prove that the contractor is ready, but if changes occur, how to 
change the program. The Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board (DNFSB) has also recognized 
the value of the program logic and how it is fundamental to a sound systems management 
approach. 

Board Discussion 

Merilyn Reeves noted that the most viable alternative should not be represented as just 
acceptable to stakeholders, but also to regulators and the TP A, which is the driver for the current 
path. Ken Bracken noted that the independent reviewers, of which he was one, reviewed specific 
parts of the readiness to proceed document for whether the product could stand the test of a 
baseline anyone could look at and know how to proceed. The issues that came up included, how 
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is it managed, is the document clear, is the management set up successfully, how much will it 
cost and is it reasonable, and are the enabling assumptions viable over the next four years. 

Dirk Dunning questioned where the TP A was considered in the development of the readiness to 
proceed document. Fran Deloizer said that at the end of the document, every TP A requirement 
was reviewed to see if they were met. The intermediate milestones are also included as 
requirements and do not compete with other requirements. The TP A is included in the mission 
analysis requirements and in the top level hierarchy of all other requirements. Todd Martin 
questioned what process was used to determine that the readiness to proceed is the most viable 
approach and acceptable to stakeholders, as noted in Fran' s presentation. Fran responded that 
many stakeholders came to LMH and said this was an acceptable approach, but there was no 
formal process for review of the document. Todd suggested that the word "stakeholders" not be 
used as it is often refers to the Board, which has not reviewed the document. 

Agency Perspectives on Where Board Help Is Needed 

Mike Wilson, Ecology, offered the state' s perspective of the TWRS program: tank waste 
treatment capacity is needed. Hanford is the site with the most tanks and with the most leaks, yet 
is the only facility that has no tank waste treatment capacity. The state is afraid that the current 
approach of privatization and the funding scheme will fail when it is time for the money to be 
appropriated to the project. There must be a strategy for building treatment capacity, focusing on 
what can be done to get tank waste treatment capacity at Hanford, not on fixing blame for when 
the project fails . The Board should join in the strategy with the TP A agencies to get the wastes 
out of the tanks, including being careful how the privatization proposals are criticized. There is a 
concern that when Congress hears criticism of the current approach, it means that the 
stakeholders in the region surrounding Hanford do not want tank waste treatment. 

Jackson Kinzer noted that a unified position from the Board is probably more powerful than any 
one realizes. When he is at Congress, the hardest question to answer is about dissension among 
stakeholders about the TWRS program. The Board should recognize that while the program 
does need to improve in certain areas, a unified position from the Board will greatly help the 
project to move forward. Congress will not need much of an excuse to withdraw the funding for 
the project, and stakeholder dissension is a perfect excuse. 

Board Discussion 

Todd Martin expressed his agreement with the messages from Ecology and DOE that there needs 
to be a strategy and a unified front, which should include unyielding support for the TP A. The 
regulators and DOE have both agreed to that enforcement document and it includes public 
participation requirements. DOE must be pushed to meet those milestones. It must be 
remembered that the Board tried to support privatization when it offered advice on ways to 
improve the contract setup and other components of the program. DOE did not respond and did 
not take the advice. DOE's credibility with the tanks is at a low point, which will affect 
Congress's willingness to fund the project. The Board has not been helping the regulators or 
DOE to the degree it can over the past six months; advice is very narrow and focused on details. 
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The Board needs to look at the TWRS program at a policy level and determine what can be done 
to ensure it does not fail this time. Betty Tabbutt expressed concern that there is tremendous 
momentum to accept the privatization proposals no matter what they look like. The Board 
should also say that there is a tremendous risk in going forward with two plants that are not 
going to be successful. The Board should provide a bottom line on the specifics needed to go 
forward so that risk of this is not greater than the risk of keeping the wastes in the tanks. 

Pam Brown agreed that the stakeholders must have a common message on the tanks program. 
DOE and Congress are being told by some people that more studies are needed before the 
treatment of wastes can begin. While more information is useful, it cannot come at the expense 
of the path forward. Because the proposals are sealed and cannot be reviewed by the Board, the 
Board might adopt advice that states the program should move forward, DOE management and 
acceptance of the privatization proposals should be flexible, and that the lessons learned from the 
removal of spent nuclear fuel from the K Basins should be applied to the TWRS program. The 
big mistakes must be avoided so that the plants can be built and wastes treated, even if it takes a 
little longer to do it right the first time. Congress and the citizens of the Northwest region must 
be told why it will cost so much and why the program is worth that much money. The cost of the 
program will be a huge hurdle to overcome. 

Tom Engel expressed concern that while everyone wants a vitrification plant that works, the 
Board cannot become a cheerleading squad. The Board should work towards building a plant, 
but recognizing the existing problems, such as cost and DOE's management ability. The Board' s 
input should focus on how performance can be improved so the TWRS program can receive 
additional funding. Mike Wilson clarified his earlier message by saying that the Board should 
not become a cheerleader for the TWRS program, but should keep in mind the ultimate goal of 
retrieving wastes from the tank and putting them in a safe form. As issues and information are 
considered, that ultimate goal should be kept in mind when determining whether the program 
should move forward. 

Greg deBruler stated that the presentations made by DOE and its contractors seem to paint a 
picture that the TWRS program will be successful and the only cause for concern is inadequate 
funding. However, many Board members do not feel that it will succeed, due to technical and 
cost issues. Donald Worden (Public-at-Large) cautioned that the Board cannot get into the 
details of how the waste will be vitrified or get bogged down in the process of making the 
program work. This should be left to the technical experts to make it work. Harold Heacock 
stated his opinion that Hanford must have a united message to Congress that we want this plant 
to work and we want it to go ahead. While there are a lot of concerns with the TWRS program, 
everyone wants it to proceed. Jerry Peltier noted that the real message is that the Board is asking 
DOE to treat the tank wastes, as it said it would do. · ~.., .., 

George Kyriazis expressed his concern with two major areas: availability of funds and ability of 
DOE to manage the contract. While DOE has said that the contractors will not be paid any 
money until vitrified waste is produced, they are receiving $27 million to prepare the proposals 
and it is being said that the contractors will get money when the plant is built; this must be 
clarified. George is also concerned that the contractors have not submitted proposals according 
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to the guidelines of the request for proposals and stakeholders and regulators are not going to be 
participating in the negotiation process. Jeff Luke expressed his support for the Board working 
towards removing the road blocks which are preventing the program from moving forward. 

Paige Knight' s utmost concern is DOE' s management of the TWRS program and this is where 
the Board should place its focus. Management must be truly responsive to the public. There 
should be an oversight committee of the TWRS program, such as the DFNSB, which can be truly 
independent and oversee the program. Ben Floyd cautioned that it is too early to debate whether 
privatization will succeed or fail. The Board needs to look at how the program is going to be 
managed and focus its efforts over the next several months. The Board needs to say that it wants 
to see treatment capacity, the wastes out of the tanks, and a path forward to accomplish these two 
things; it cannot say any more than that. 

Tom Woods stated that while every organization has good workers who are making a 
contribution to moving a project forward and should not be defamed or ridiculed, there are 
credibility problems with the ability of DO E's to manage such a complex project. DO E' s culture 
must be changed to recognize that this is not the first difficult challenge Hanford has had to face 
and that the skills and ability exist within the contractor organizations to solve the problem. The 
contractors must remember, however, that the stakeholders, tribes, and governments must be 
consulted and given the critical information as the program progresses. The Y akama Indian 
Nation's concept that everything is on loan to current generations from future generations should 
be the overarching concept of the TWRS program. 

Norma Jean Germond supported the Board focusing its concern around the management of the 
TWRS program and careful oversight of how the plants will be built and run. Regulatory 
oversight is also an issue. While delays may occur so the program can run better, management 
must have a good justification why there was a problem and what is being done to correct it. Art 
Tackett, Grant and Franklin Counties (Local Government), suggested that if there is truly a 
strong concern regarding DOE' s ability to manage the TWRS program, then there may need to 
be examination of whether another entity should manage the project. Gordon Rogers (Public-at­
Large) expressed skepticism that there is any alternative other than federal government 
management of the TWRS program. While the Board serves its purpose best when it provides 
critical oversight of the program, that oversight must be constructive, supportive, and focus on 
getting on with the treatment of tank wastes. 

Merilyn Reeves noted that many people in the Northwest region and in Congress do not realize 
that Hanford has no treatment capability. Now may be the time for the Board to get that message 
out to the public and Congressional representatives as well as say that further delay is not 
acceptable. The Board might want to consider an alternative approach to consensus advice, by 
writing a letter to Secretary Pefia to go with the April 22 recommendation on the TWRS 
privatization contracts from DOE-RL, that outlines these concerns. 

Bob Larson cautioned about getting frustrated while the proposals are under review and cannot 
be released to the public. This is normal contracting procedure and there will have to be a 
waiting period. He also suggested that if the proposals are different than the request for 

Hanford Advisory Board 
Revised Meeting Summary 

Page 23 
February S-6, 1998 



proposals guidelines, then the other contractor might be given an opportunity to bid on the same 
specifications as proposed by the first contractor. 

Betty Tabbutt suggested that while privatization does appear to be the only show in town, the 
Board should again advise that an alternate path needs to be studied and prepared for if the only 
show in town fails. Suzanne Dahl noted that there is an alternate path outlined in the TP A. The 
startup for hot operations would change from 2002 to 2003 but the high level waste milestones 
would still be enforceable until contracts are signed and new milestones are negotiated. Within 
the alternate path, there are several options to switch to a different option if things start to fail, 
such as only building one plant, sharing more risk, and going to a management and operations 
type contract. There would be delay in this, but there are steps down from privatization that can 
be taken if it starts to fail. 

George Kyriazis clarified his earlier statements by saying that he believes privatization will 
succeed at Hanford. There may be delays, technical problems, and overrun budgets, but it is 
important to remember that as the treatment process begins, the cost of producing the treated 
waste will decrease. George also requested that DOE allow a member of the Board to be on the 
selection committee in order to restore credibility in the ability of DOE to manage the program 
and also allow a flow of information to the other Board members. Jackson Kinzer responded that 
he will determine whether a Board member can sit on the selection committee and will report 
back to the Board. Merilyn suggested that Todd Martin, Harold Heacock, and George Kyriazis 
be candidates to sit on the selection committee. 

Tom Engel expressed support for the development of a message to ensure the treatment of tank 
wastes occurs. That message should include where the Board expects to see significant 
improvements in DOE' s management of the program, such as using outside experts and allowing 
innovative ideas to be implemented. Todd Martin noted that the readiness to proceed does not 
seem to have any technical issues that cannot be addressed, however, the actual treatment of 
waste does have some technical issues that need to be resolved, such as pretreatment, the melters, 
and getting waste into and out of the melter. These technical issues are independent of the 
privatization approach and contracting ability of DOE. 

Merilyn Reeves noted that there seems to be broad support for a message that says the technical 
issues for getting the waste ready to be treated are not insurmountable, if there is adequate 
funding. Jim Trombold cautioned that the Board should not change its support based on whether 
or not there will be funding. If a good plan is put forward, adequate funding will be provided. 
Merilyn stated that Secretary Pefia needs to fully understand where the stakeholders of the 

I • 

Northwest region stand on the TWRS program and not lose sight of what is needed at Hanford: a 
treatment capacity for the tank wastes. ., · · -''"'· · 

J . ,..,, , "' 

Pam Brown suggested that there needs to be a message to DOE-HQ to give DOE-RL the 
resources and flexibility needed to make the tank waste treatment program succeed. The 
message should also encourage and emphasize the importance of using technical experts to guide 
the privatization process. Pam also expressed her thanks to Fran Deloizer, Jon Peschong, and the 
other presenters for the information given to the Board, which was responsive to its requests. 
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Todd Martin stated the most critical point is to get adequate funding. And if enough funding is 
not received, then determine how Hanford will get its treatment capability. Jim Trombold 
suggested that if the tank waste treatment program makes sense from a public health point of 
view, it is very likely that adequate funding will be provided. Merilyn added that the costs of not 
proceeding with the treatment plants should be clearly stated, both from a public health point of 
view and from a cost of maintaining the tanks in their current condition. 

Paige Knight noted that in two years the funds allocated to the Department of Defense will be 
able to be taken for other programs and that might be an opportunity to get additional funding for 
the TWRS program. Greg deBruler suggested that a message should include the risks and costs 
if the tank wastes are not cleaned up. Gordon Rogers pointed out that some of the lessons 
learned from the management of vitrification facilities at West Valley and the Savannah River 
site might be applied at Hanford. Also, the risk factor needs to be carefully included in the 
message and not used to scare Congress. At its best estimates, the tank waste treatment program 
will take 30 years and during that time there is a potential for serious accidents. 

It was suggested and agreed that a small group of Board members (Ben Floyd, Ken Bracken, 
Todd Martin, and Paige Knight) meet to draft a message to both Congress, Secretary Pena, and 
the Governors of Washington and Oregon outlining the concerns and issues raised during the 
discussion and present it to the Board for review. An initial draft was presented to the Board 
later that day; the small group was directed to revise and refine the statement and fax it out for 
Board review. The Board decided to include with it signatures of all Board members who 
concurred with the statement and to issue a press release with the statement. 

AGENDA ITEM #4: PROCESS FOR FY2000 BUDGET DEVELOPMENT 

Alice Murphy, DOE, distributed information to the Board on the budget process and allocations 
for FY98, FY99, and FY2000 (Attachment 3). The overall Hanford funding for FY99 was 
increased, primarily due to TWRS privatization. The Environmental Management program is 
funded at $1.114 billion and privatization was increased from $115 million in FY98 to $330 
million in FY99. The remainder of the funding allocation to Hanford, $366 million, is primarily 
for national laboratory work such as fissile and nuclear energy work for Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratories. The funding for the Fast Flux Test Facility is now being funded from the 
Nuclear Energy program; both the workscope and funding was moved to that program. Also, 
$20 million was added to the FY99 budget from the Defense Programs to fund stabilization of 
nuclear facilities. Most of the cleanup funding remains level for FY99. 

Fiscal controls are changing in FY99 so that program control points are moving away from the 
major programs to a whole site concept based on whether the site is going to be primarily 
cleaned up before or after 2006. This will give the site more flexibility in moving funds around 
the programs. Hanford' s cleanup budget, which will continue past 2006, will be funded from the 
post-2006 defense account. 
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The involvement of regulators and stakeholders in the FY2000 budget development process has 
already begun. Guidance was issued to the contractors at the end of December and a meeting 
was held on January 30 to look at the program list by program to determine if there is agreement 
with the work tentatively funded in FY2000. While DOE-RL does not know the target funding 
level for FY2000, the assumption is that it will be about the same as FY99. A meeting will also 
be held on February 10 for further discussion of the major issues with FY2000 funding and ideas 
for workscope funding. A public workshop will be held on February 26 in Richland to review 
the Integrated Priority List (IPL). The format for the public meetings will be similar to the 
National Dialogue meetings with small group discussions. The deadline for the IPL to be sent to 
DOE-HQ has been extended to April 15. 

George Kyriazis reported that Dollars & Sense Committee members have been part of the 
meetings to date on the FY2000 budget and will continue to be involved. On February 10, the 
Committee will be meeting after the IPL workshop to identify issues and determine how the 
Committee can provide input into the process. The Committee will also be meeting on March 6 
to formulate the Committee' s message for presentation at the public meetings. Mike Grainey 
will speak for the Committee in Portland, Gerry Pollet in Seattle, and Harold Heacock in the Tri­
Cities. 

Merilyn Reeves reviewed the draft letter from the Board clarifying the original advice offered by 
the Board regarding funding of the ATSDR program. It contains no new advice or information 
and will be sent to the original recipients of the letter. Tom Woods suggested that ATSDR 
should present information to the Board and explain what it will be doing with the $5 million. 
Merilyn agreed and noted that she has already discussed that with Lynne Stembridge, who is 
active in the ATSDR program. Todd Martin provided some editorial changes to the letter. The 
Board agreed to send the letter to clarify its original advice (Attachment 4). 

Board Discussion 

Merilyn Reeves questioned whether additional funds were provided for the interim safe storage 
of reactors during FY99. Alice Murphy clarified that additional funding was provided during 
FY99. Dirk Dunning added that the national programs funding also includes technology 
development and transportation programs. These things were typically funded from DOE-HQ. 
Tom Woods questioned why the budget presentations focus on protecting the Columbia River 
where there does not appear to be additional funding to do this. Alice responded that 1998 _ is the 
Year of the River in the Tri-Cities and so that is the theme for the FY99 budget roll out. Merilyn 
Reeves questioned whether funding for the environmental restoration program has increased. 
Alice pointed out that funding for environmental ·restoration was $132 million in FY98 and is 
being funded at $13 5 million in FY99, so there is a slight increase. d 

. I 

Gordon Rogers asked whether the Waste Encapsulation and Storage Facility is the only facility 
being funded from the post-2006 defense fund. Alice responded that to the best of her 
understanding, it is. Gordon questioned why DOE is meeting with the Portland Health Physics 
group. Alice responded that they have requested that DOE meet with them regarding the 
FY2000 budget. Merilyn Reeves asked what discussions occur at the Environmental 
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Management Corporate Board meeting. Alice stated that representatives from the sites meet 
together to determine how much money is allocated to each site and what the issues are across 
the complex. DOE-RL has prepared information about life cycle costs if adequate funding is not 
provided to Hanford. However, the most frequent response to those costs is why DOE-RL is not 
more efficient. 

Tim Takaro, University of Washington (University), questioned whether risk is being used in 
determining the priority of workscope in the IPL. Alice responded that risks are used in the IPL 
process, including risks for the workers, public, and environment. The contractors have looked 
at the risk information in last year' s IPL and revised or updated them based on new information. 
Tim requested that this type of information be provided to the Committee and DOE make a 
commitment to that level of dialogue. Tom Woods expressed the Yakama's concerns with the 
way risk is categorized within high, medium, and low. He would recommend that the Board hear 
a brief presentation on how risk is conceived in the resource allocation business. Also, the Board 
should support that the total life cycle costs be included every time not enough funding is 
received; the consequences of decreasing funding need to be clearly identified. Gordon Rogers 
expressed support for the Board review of how risks is integrated in the prioritization process 
Greg deBruler questioned why the C-106 tank pump-out is not included in the FY98 budget, but 
identified in FY99. Jon Peschong responded that pumping will begin in FY98 but will continue 
into FY99. 

Merilyn Reeves expressed concern with committee members representing the Board's position at 
public meetings when they are also representing the position of an organization. This might send 
a conflicting message to the attending public. Betty Tabbutt noted that the Public Involvement 
Committee discussed the budget public meetings and felt that the role of the Dollars & Sense 
Committee members is not to present a position or advice, but to guide the citizens on how to 
interpret these budget figures. It should be an interpretative role rather than a position role. 
George Kyriazis noted that these items will be discussed during upcoming Committee meetings. 
Betty Tabbutt also noted that DOE has initiated two conference calls to plan the public 
workshops and some Board members have participated in them. There needs to be a heavy focus 
on the values and principles that should guide the budget decision-making process. Pam Brown 
noted that the Hanford Communities is working with TCI to host a show on the FY2000 budget, 
including stakeholder interviews, perspectives from the regulators, and information on the public 
meetings. 

AGENDA ITEM# 5: SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL PROGRAM 

Pam Brown gave a presentation to the Board on the spent nuclear fuel program (Attachment 5). 
The Health, Safety, and Waste Management Committee has spent a large amount of time 
reviewing the program and the tentative April Board agenda includes a workshop on the program 
so members can fully understand its technical, management, and cost challenges. The TP A sets 
milestones to achieve fuel removal from the K Basins by 2002 and the implementation plan was 
addressed in the DNFSB' s recommendation 94-1. Fuel retrieval is currently targeted to start in 
late 1999 with retrieval completed by late 2001. Fuel retrieval was originally scheduled to begin 
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in 1998 and was accelerated in 1995 to begin in late 1997. With the current technical, 
management, and cost challenges being faced, the schedule is being pushed back further than its 
original deadline. 

The cost of the program was originally estimated at $2 billion in 1994. Schedule accelerations 
reduced in the cost estimate to $740 million in April 1995. The current cost estimates are $1.088 
billion and appear to be increasing. The causes of schedule delays and increased costs include 
new information about aluminum hydroxide coating the K Basins West fuel rods, added scope 
for water and sludge treatment and debris removal, unresolved safety issues, and contractor 
performance issues. 

The solution for spent fuel removal, as laid out in 1998, includes a sound technical basis with 
DNFSB concurrence, achievement of sealed storage of spent fuel, the storage building 90 percent 
completed, the conditioning facility 15 percent completed, two cask/transport systems delivered, 
and upgrading contractor performance to meeting the baseline schedule. However, the learning 
required to stay on schedule has not been achieved. There are technical issues and discipline in 
project management which are delaying the schedule and increasing the costs. 

Actions have been taken by the contractors to correct the problems, such as management changes 
and the addition of technical staff, improved baseline change control, more frequent senior 
management review of performance, and a focus on safety documentation. DOE-RL has also 
taken corrective actions such as performing independent cost reviews, additional technical 
personnel to review safety analysis reports, adding oversight personnel for on-site fabrication and 
testing, assessment of the project on a weekly basis by senior managers, and continuing to be 
fully open with stakeholders and regulators on all problems. 

Mike Wilson, gave Washington State' s perspective on the spent fuel project. Milestones for the 
program have been negotiated for the past two years. At one point, a signed change package 
was going to out for public comment, but schedule and cost issues caused DOE to withdraw the 
change package. Ecology is disturbed that it does not have enforceable milestones in place and 
has given DOE notice that milestones must be in place by February 24. Ecology received a draft 
set of milestones from DOE the previous day and it still had milestones which were to be 
decided. This signifies an important issue: DOE is reluctant to agree to enforceable milestones 
if there is not a fixed budget in place. Ecology does not believe that budget is an excuse for 
missing milestones nor do budgets drive the TP A. Ecology will insist that enforceable 
commitments are put in place or look at other methods of achieving the same result. 

. 
Randy Smith, EPA, reported that Ecology and EPA met and discussed regulatory oversight of 
Hanford, including the spent nuclear fuel program. There was agreement that the lead 
responsibility for the program should shift from Ecology to EPA as well as shifting the 
regulatory structure being used. The program is currently under a CERCLA removal action 
which is intended to deal with urgent problems and allows the project to move through the 
process quicker. However, the spent fuel program no longer meets the test of an urgent problem. 
The alternative is the traditional CERCLA remediation process with a feasibility study, proposed 
plan, and record of decision. DOE is comfortable with shifting the spent fuel program to that 
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regulatory process. The technical and management challenges are as described by Pam Brown. 
There is still an essential problem of committing to a schedule for this project that is credible, 
achievable, and committed to by DOE in the form of enforceable milestones. The negotiations 
for this project have gone on long enough. The senior executives from DOE, EPA, and Ecology 
will be meeting next Monday and both spent fuel removal and the tank waste treatment programs 
will be discussed. There is hope that the agencies will be able to break through the current 
problems by February 24, the deadline set for agreeing to milestones. 

Felix Miera, DOE, stated the agency' s support for the change in regulatory pathways, which will 
require more effort and a complicated process. It will put additional burdens on the regulators in 
terms of the actions they can take. DOE has submitted a new change package that reflects the 
new program approach this week. The substantive parts of the proposed milestones have 
remained the same through this process; the schedule and costs have been the issues. 

Board Discussion 

Tom Woods congratulated Pam Brown on her presentation and noted that defining workscope 
and setting budgets seems to be a common problem between the TWRS and spent fuel programs. 
Tom Engel complimented the presentation by a Board member which did not hide the problems 
and outstanding issues associated with a program. This is a project in which DOE did not wait 
until everything was known to get started, so there must be some tolerance as the project takes 
longer and costs more. 

Paige Knight noted that the programs at DOE must realize that you cannot make assumptions 
without all the facts known and then believe that technical, schedule, and management problems 
will not arise. It would be helpful to hear from Ecology what their lessons learned are for not 
having milestones in place, from DOE why milestones are required to get on with cleanup, and 
from Fluor Daniel Hanford why they had problems with their subcontractor. Dirk Dunning 
noted that a remedial investigation/feasibility study should not delay the removal of spent fuel. 
There is also concern that because the basin is not one solid piece, there might be integrity 
problems in the event of an earthquake. 

Harold Heacock identified himself as one of the people very concerned with this program. It is 
important to get that fuel moved and into safe storage; however, management concerns are 
continuing, including a DNFSB report and a General Accounting Office investigation which is 
due February 28. Congressional hearings will also be held in March. This also causes a problem 
for the TWRS program because the increasing costs of the spent fuel program will require 
additional cleanup money, which is already scarce. It is important to note that there is currently a 
20 percent confidence level in the current schedule and cost estimates. 

It was noted that the report of the independent review panel on the spent fuel program will be 
available in March or April. Also, Bill Young, chair of the panel, has agreed to meet with the 
Health, Safety, and Waste Management Committee on a regular basis. 
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AGENDA ITEM #6: ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS 

Louise Dressen reported that the locations for the June and July meetings have been changed; 
June will be located in the Tri-Cities and July in Spokane. Also, Paul Davis, DOE, was available 
during the Board meeting to discuss with interested members conflict of interest guidelines. 

A memo on a proposed HAB committee structure was distributed to Board members. Merilyn 
Reeves noted that there is still a question of how to handle the overarching issue of health and 
safety. If it was moved into its own committee, there would be six committees and no standing 
committees. However, not every committee would have to meet every months; meeting 
schedules would be determined by workscope. 

Joe Richards, Confederated Tribes of the Umatila Indian Reservation, suggested that the health 
and safety committee include the environment and be renamed the Environment, Safety, and 
Health Committee. Greg deBruler expressed concern that this issue is being discussed at the end 
of a Board meeting when many members have already left. Also, the proposed structure does not 
break out of the stovepiped mode the Board was operating in nor address one of the overarching 
areas of concern raised at the December Board meeting which was management. Todd Martin 
expressed his viewpoint that the committees should be structured in a way to most efficiently 
deal with the topics the Board is addressing. The Health, Safety, and Waste Management 
Committee has too much work scope because it is addressing both TWRS and the spent fuel 
project. However, there is also a concern that because some of the same people are interested in 
both projects, there will be an additional meeting for them to attend if the projects are broken into 
two committees. Also, with spent fuel being regulated by EPA, that agency will now have to go 
to two committee meetings. This issue will be further discussed by the Executive Committee 
based on the input received today and a recommendation will be brought back to the Board. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Elaine Faustman, CRESP-UW, introduced herself and the work CRESP is doing on how risk 
information is incorporated into the decision-making process. CRESP believes that risk 
information supports the decision-making process, makes it credible, and allows for an 
accountable process. A letter was submitted to John Wagoner which called attention to how risk 
is incorporated into decision-making processes and CRESP's intention to further study this issue. 
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Attachments 

1. Attendance Sheets 
2. "1958 -The Seven Year Waste Program" Presentation by Todd Martin 
3. "Hanford Total Spending Summary" Presentation by Alice Murphy 
4. "Draft Letter of Clarification - Medical Monitoring Studies" 
5. "Hanford Spent Nuclear Fuel Project" Presentation by Pam Brown 
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